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Abstract 
The ability to choose the correct translation technique is an indispensable skill; therefore it is essential for translation students to 
be aware of why a particular technique is used. This research focuses on the teaching of translation techniques in a translation 
classroom from the cooperative learning perspective. Preliminary observations discovered that students tend to use wrong 
translation techniques when translating from English into Malay. As an intervention, a methodology that is called ‘Cooperative 
Work Procedure’ (Gerding-Salas, 2000) is adopted in the teaching of translation in a translation course offered by the School of 
Language Studies and Linguistics, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia. 
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1. Introduction 
The impact of globalization and the development of knowledge based economy have caused a dramatic change to 
the character and functions of higher learning in Malaysia (Anantha, 2010). This has caused demands for higher 
learning institutions to produce high skilled workforce who are academically qualified and equipped with human 
centred skills.  Human centred skills include soft skills ability that is to be efficient in a teamwork setting as well as 
the ability to communication well (Katiman, 2009). Universities play a pivotal role in training workforce who is able 
to perform in subject matter as well as proficient in language and communication. At the School of Language and 
Linguistics, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, translation courses are offered to undergraduates as elective courses. 
These elective courses are the required soft skills needed by the undergraduates to complement their university 
degrees. 
Translation is an activity of mediating meaning from a source language into a target language. The ability to 
choose the correct translation technique is an indispensable skill to translators; therefore it is essential for a 
translation student to be aware of why a particular technique is used. Past literatures in translation studies have 
shown that although much has been written about the translation process and product, there is very little about the 
class dynamics in a translation classroom (Davis, 2004). This research focuses on the teaching of translation 
techniques in a translation classroom from the cooperative learning perspective. Preliminary observations 
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discovered that students tend to use the wrong translation techniques when translating from English into Malay. As 
an intervention, a methodology that is called ‘Cooperative Work Procedure’ (Gerding-Salas, 2000) is adopted in the 
teaching of translation in a basic translation course offered by the School of Language Studies and Linguistics, 
Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia. The ‘Cooperative Work Procedure’ promotes positive team work from students 
and it consists of workshop activities that help translation students to acquire appropriate translation techniques 
when translating a variety type of texts. The ‘Cooperative Work Procedure’ originally stemmed from the well 
known cooperative learning approach that will be discussed briefly below.  
2. Cooperative Learning  
Cooperative learning (henceforth CL) is one the most commonly used forms of active pedagogy. CL represents 
the most carefully structured end of the collaborative learning continuum, where instruction involves small groups 
of students who work together to maximize their own and each other’s learning, with the group’s learning being 
structured around defined tasks or problems (Smith & MacGregor, 1992 cited in Rodger et al., 2007). It is 
commonly used form of active pedagogy in the 1980’s and continues to be a valuable teaching technique for 
learning in academic institutions (Johnson, Johnson and Smith, 1998 cited in Rodger et al., 2007). Johnson & 
Johnson (1999 cited in Rodger et al., 2007) prescribe five essential features that define CL as an instructional 
activity. Firstly CL involves face to face interaction where students actively participate with one another in 
contributing to group performance. Secondly, individual accountability, which involves participants being 
responsible for their share of the work and helps to prevent unequal individual contribution. Thirdly, students must 
possess interpersonal and small-group skills that are necessary for quality cooperative learning and must be 
motivated to use these skills. The fourth feature is group processing that requires members to monitor goal 
achievement and can be fostered by instructors who set specific goals and allow sufficient time for group work. The 
final feature of CL is positive interdependence which involves students cooperating, supporting and helping one 
another to be successful. 
In the context of higher education, active learning is always carried out in a social and informal process where 
ideas are casually exchanged through students’ involvement and intellectual and interesting activities (Menges & 
Weimer, 1996 cited in Tsay and Brady, 2010). Students need to be involved actively in class participation and this 
ultimately prepares them to the real working world. According to Rodger, Murray & Cummings (2007),  research on 
cooperative learning at the university level has increased over the last 10 years for example studies that examined 
the effectiveness of cooperative learning in specific areas such as psychology (Baer, 2003 cited in Rodger et al., 
2007), business (Kunkel & Shafer, 1997 cited in Rodger et al., 2007) education (Rittschof & Griffin, 2001 cited in 
Rodger et al., 2007, science and mathematics (Springer, Stanne & Donovan, 1999 cited in Rodger et al., 2007). 
Rodger, Murray and Cummings (2007)’s research area is specifically looking at differences in achievement in the 
setting of cooperative learning for male and female university students. Their research showed that gender 
differences in cooperative learning signal different learning styles between male and female university students.  
Cooperative learning is generally known to be successful in relation to higher academic achievement in students 
for instance Springer et al., (1999 cited in Rodger et al., 2007)’s research on 37 undergraduates in science, 
mathematics, engineering and technology courses who experienced small group work inside and outside the 
classroom has shown higher achievement than students without cooperative learning. Tsay and Brady (2010) also 
carried out a research on the communication research course undergraduate students and their reaction towards the 
cooperative learning. Their research indicated that involvement in cooperative learning showed a strong predication 
of students’ academic performance. Tsay and Brady’s research also discovered that a significant positive 
relationship was found between the degree to which grades are important to the students and their active 
participation in a cooperative learning. 
3. Translation Training 
The traditional approach to teaching translation in a classroom is very much oriented towards the ‘read and 
translate’ approach as highlighted by Davies (2004). Davies argues that there should be an alternative approach to 
the traditional ‘read and translate’ because translation itself is a complex linguistic process. It is important to train 
students to acquire necessary linguistic skills and maintain a ‘delicate balance’ when dealing with language and 
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culture. Translation training is about preparing students to become a mediator of language and culture, a computer 
expert, as well as the ability to market and promote one’s language services. Davis points out that translation 
training is closely related to language learning and it is logical to select, integrate and adapt approaches and ideas 
from the language learning to be adapted in a translation classroom. 
Stewart, Orbain and Kornelius (2010) state that the traditional perspective of translation training in Germany 
mainly focuses on training a translator to become a lone figure who is surrounded with dictionaries and references at 
a work station. In their paper ‘Cooperative translation in the paradigm of problem based learning’, they 
recommended a departure from the solitary environment of working towards a more interactive, and cooperative 
setting. They proposed the cooperative learning approach to be adapted in a translator training and coined the term 
as ‘cooperative translation’. 
A cooperative approach was suggested earlier in a translation classroom, for example a methodology called 
‘Cooperative Work Procedure’ proposed by Gerding-Salas (2000). Gerding-Salas carried out this methodology in her 
translation class. ‘Cooperative Work Procedure’ includes a step by step procedure workshop that was proven quite 
successful in her translation class in terms of students’ motivation, productivity and higher quality of work. The 
procedure includes the steps below: 
 
a. The teacher makes a selection of material to be translated according to the class objectives, taking into 
account the degree of difficulty of the texts. 
b. Students read the text and are able to identify important aspects of translation for example the text type, 
readership and others. 
c. Students should read the text at least twice. 
d. The second reading is ‘deep’ reading. 
e. The teacher divides the text into as many segments as students in the group. 
f. The students do a preliminary translation if the topic is familiar to them. 
g. If the topic is unknown, students should consult complementary literature or other means. 
h. Once the first version is accomplished, the students edit their translation. 
i. Students read out their translation. 
j. The students check their translation against the source text. 
k. Students check the cohesion and coherence of the translation text. 
l. Students discuss on their translation. 
m. As a metacognitive activity, the students, assisted by the teacher, analyze the translation strategies and 
procedures used. 
n. The students hand in the final version of their revised translated texts, typed, double spaced and paged 
according to the original. 
o. The teacher makes a final revision and evaluate students’ work by giving constructive comments. 
 
Gerding-Salas recommended the steps involved in a cooperative learning.  However, she did not carry out 
research to ascertain students’ response towards the effectiveness of cooperative learning in her translation 
classroom. In a translation classroom, it is crucial for the translation trainer to play his or her role as a facilitator and 
be aware of the translation process involved. The teaching classroom design is important and it is equally vital to 
assess students’ responses and feedback of the activities implemented in class. Assessing and understanding 
students’ experience and involvement in learning translation skills and techniques is essential and this has not been 
explored in any research situated in a cooperative learning environment. The finding is crucial to inform trainers 
whether the method is suitable for the students’ learning experience. 
This study focuses on a method that was applied to students in a basic translation course in a university setting. 
The respondents attended the translation course and preliminary observations showed that respondents tend to use 
literal translation techniques when translating texts from English into Malay. Literal translation is a word by word 
transfer without considering the meaning and context of the text. As an intervention, a methodology called 
‘Cooperative Work Procedure’ discussed earlier is implemented in a translation class to reinforce students’ learning 
of translation techniques. 
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This study had the following aims; firstly to describe respondents’ perspectives on the cooperative learning 
method adopted in the translation class, secondly to determine whether they learned the translation techniques taught 
in class and finally to discuss the effectiveness of cooperative learning approach in a translation classroom. 
4. Methodology 
This study utilized quantitative and qualitative study methods. The quantitative study used a questionnaire 
conducted with 43 respondents who were students in a basic translation course at the School of Language Studies 
and Linguistics, Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia. The respondents were 
students from two basic translation classes and they were introduced to translation techniques. A week prior to the 
questionnaire session, the respondents performed translation work in groups of two to three but they were not taught 
the types of translation techniques. This study was conducted after the students learned in an hour lecture on seven 
different translation techniques proposed by Vinay and Darbelnet (1995) namely calque, borrowing, literal 
translation, transposition, modulation, functional equivalence, and adaptation. The respondents were divided into 
groups of three to four and they were given a text entitled ‘The Best of Rome’, an English descriptive text on 
visiting Rome, Italy. The respondents were required to translate the text into Malay in their own group. In addition 
to translating the text into Malay, the respondents were also required to discuss and write a short report on the 
translation techniques used in their work. The respondents were required to email their translation work and the 
short report to the researcher. The translation work and the short report will be the data analysis for the qualitative 
study. 
In a follow-up two hour tutorial session, the respondents completed the questionnaires after translating the text. 
18 items on the questionnaire addressed the seven components necessary to assess cooperative learning such as 
group processing, motivation, competition, dependability, accountability, interactivity and the use of collaborative 
skills based on Johnson, Johnson & Smith (1991, cited in Tsay & Brady, 2010). The quantitative findings will be 
discussed based on the 18 items from the questionnaire followed by the qualitative analysis.  
5. Results  
5.1 Quantitative Analysis 
There were 43 respondents who participated in this study. There were 14 male respondents and 29 female 
respondents. 25% of the respondents were Malay, 11.6% Bumiputera other than Malay, 11.6% Chinese, 16.3% 
Indians and 1% others. 51.2% of the respondents were below 21 years and 48.8% are between 21 to 23 years old.  
 
Table 1: The percentage of working style preferred by respondents in a translation classroom 
 
Working style in a translation classroom Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Prefer to work individually 0 14 51.2 34.9 
Prefer pair work 4.7 4.7 39.5 51.2 
Prefer group work 44.2 48.8 7 0 
Prefer 2 to 3 than 4 to 5 in a group 11.6 18.6 53.5 16.3 
 
Table 1 displays the percentage of preferred working style in a translation classroom. Most of the respondents 
preferred to work alone with 51.2% Agree to working alone and 34.9% Strongly Agree. The responses showed that 
most of the respondents liked the idea of working in pairs with 39.5% Agree and 51.2% Strongly Agree. Most of the 
respondents did not favor group work with high percentage of Strongly Disagree 44.2% and 48.8% Disagree to the 
statement ‘I like to do translation in groups’. 10 out of 18 items from the questionnaire managed to elicit positive 
responses on cooperative learning as shown in Table 2 below. 
 
Table 2: The percentage of positive responses on cooperative learning or group work 
 
Positive responses on cooperative learning in Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly 
332   Intan Safi naz Zainudin and Norsimah Mat Awal /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  59 ( 2012 )  328 – 334 
translation classroom Disagree Agree 
Provide freedom for discussion 2.3 11.6 37.2 48.8 
Enable members to understand source text better 2.3 0 30.2 67.4 
Promote friendship among members 34.9 41.9 20.9 2.3 
Motivate members to speak up 4.7 4.7 76.7 14 
Enables discussion 4.7 27.9 46.5 2.9 
Enjoy the translation discussion 2.3 0 34.9 62.8 
The ability of exchanging ideas 0 4.7 30.2 65.1 
Translating becomes easier 0 18.6 44.2 37.2 
The opportunity to correct other members’ mistakes 0 14 55.8 30.2 
All members aim for good grades 2.3 18.6 39.5 39.5 
 
Table 2 shows that a majority of the respondents actually enjoyed discussing their translation work with 34.9% 
Agree and 62.8% Strongly Agree to the statement ‘Discussion on the translation work is what I enjoy most’. The 
respondents were also positive towards the ability to exchange ideas in a group work with a majority agreed to the 
statement ‘I like to exchange ideas on translation work with friends in my group work’. Table 2 also shows that the 
respondents agreed to the fact that translation became easier when it was done in a group work. This clearly showed 
that the respondents were highly competitive and very much driven in achieving good grades. The respondents liked 
the opportunity to correct friends’ mistakes with a very high 55.8% Agree and 30.2% Strongly Agree to the 
statement ‘I like the opportunity to correct my classmates’ mistakes’. The respondents were aware that their group 
members had similar aim to get good grades with high percentage of Agree and Strongly Agree to the statement ‘I 
know that my friends in the same group also aim to get a good grade for the translation course’.  
Table 2 shows that the respondents agreed that group work provided freedom for discussion on their translation 
work. The majority of the respondents agreed that group work activity enabled members to discuss on the source 
text for the translation task. This enabled them to understand the source text better before translating it. Respondents 
agreed to the benefits of group work in a translation task, but they did not agree that group work promoted 
friendship among members with 34.9% Strongly Disagree and 41.9% Disagree on the statement ‘Working in a 
group promotes friendship’. This implied that the respondents were highly focussed in their translation task and 
there was no opportunity for fostering friendship. The respondents agreed that group work motivated members to 
speak up and also enabled discussion while doing translation work. 
 
Table 3: The percentage of negative responses on cooperative learning or group work 
 
Negative responses on cooperative learning in 
translation classroom 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Too noisy 4.7 27.9 46.5 20.9 
Some members do not contribute in the discussion 4.7 0 39.5 55.8 
Group work is difficult 9.3 34.9 39.5 16.3 
 
Table 3 shows the percentage of negative responses on cooperative learning. A majority of the respondents found 
the class too noisy during group work as 46.5% Agree and 20.9% Strongly Agree to the statement ‘I don’t like to 
work in a group because the class gets so noisy’. Another factor that hampered group work was that the majority of 
the respondents agreed that some members in the group did not contribute to the discussion. Finally, as a conclusion, 
a high percentage of 39.5% Agree and 16.3% Strongly Agree to the statement ‘Translating a text with a group of 
friends is difficult’. 
5.2 Qualitative Analysis 
The respondents’ translation work and short reports showed they understood the techniques and were able to 
apply correct translation techniques. Most of the reports showed that the respondents adopted the correct translation 
techniques in their work.  The translation examples showed that respondents understood what was taught in class. 
Gerding Salas (2000) mentioned that students’ ability to discuss the translation technique used in their work showed 
the level of meta cognitive ability and Kussmaul (1995, cited in Gerding Salas, 2000) claimed that students’ ability 
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to discuss translations in an objective way is central to a translator’s competence. Table 4 shows the translation 
techniques used in the respondents’ work based on the short report. 
 
Table 4. Translation Techniques and the examples 
 
Translation Techniques Examples 
1. Borrowing  
 
ST: Inside, you’ll see the tomb of the sublime Renaissance 
artist, Raphael. 
TT: Di dalamnya, anda akan melihat makam pelukis tersohor 
zaman Renaissance, Raphael 
2. Transposition 
 
ST: To see all the displays, you’ll have to walk about 7km! 
TT: Keseluruhan karya seni di muzium tersebut mengambil 
kira-kira 7 kilometer berjalan kaki. 
3. Modulation 
 
ST: …for fresh air 
TT: …menghirup udara segar 
 
6. Discussion and Conclusion 
The findings showed the majority of the respondents can be categorized as competitive learners.  They are more 
individualistic as compared to cooperative type of learner. The respondents preferred to work in smaller groups of 2 
to 3 members as compared to groups of 4 to 5 members. 
The findings showed that the respondents disliked the idea of working in groups. They enjoyed discussing their 
translation work with classmates. This is a positive signal because discussion is a plus point in a translation class. 
The respondents were positive towards the ability to exchange ideas in a group work and the respondents agreed that 
translation became easier when it was done in a group. This showed that the respondents were highly competitive 
and very much driven in achieving good grades. 
The findings highlighted the respondents agreement to group work that encourages discussion on translation 
work. Group work enabled them to understand the source text better before translating it. They did not agree that 
group work promoted friendship among members. This implied that the respondents were highly focussed in their 
translation task and there was no room for fostering friendship. The respondents agreed that group work motivated 
members to speak up and also enabled discussion while doing translation work. 
The findings highlighted respondents’ negative responses on group work. A majority of the respondents found 
the class too noisy during group work and the respondents agreed that some members in the group did not contribute 
to the discussion. The finding also discovered that respondents found working in a group difficult. 
 
In conclusion, the quantitative and qualitative research findings can be summed up into 4 points: 
 
1. Cooperative learning is suitable to be used in a translation class because the students’ work and short 
reports showed that the students were able to translate and adopt the translation techniques in their work. 
The findings have informed that the respondents enjoyed discussing on translation work in class. 
2. Students did not enjoy doing translation work in big groups (3-4) but preferred smaller groups (2-3) 
because the students’ learning style was very individualistic.  They were very competitive. However they 
were also aware of the positive aspects of group work. 
3. Students found working in groups encouraged discussion and exchange of ideas.  Group work also made it 
easier for them to understand the source text better and enabled the ability to correct friends’ mistakes. 
4. The students did not like group work when Table 2the class became too noisy and some of their friends did 
not contribute in the discussion. 
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